THE CLOSING OF THE FIRST CIRCLE 


It is not possible to speak of a potentially aestheti- 
cally-instrumental position for the fulcrum of a psychi- 
cal lever-for-creation without at the same time speaking 
of that work of art which will perhaps be created by he 
or she who is interested in and capable of creating au- 
tonomous- aesthetic phenomena from that dialectical psy- 
chical perspective. The relationship between that ful- 
crum position and that work-in-progress be it known is 
direct--any change in the position of the former has 
important consequences for the latter. That being the 
case what (if any) movement in the position of the for- 
mer can take place without causing the latter to so to 
speak disappear/to be seen out of focus? Is it conceiv- 
able that the fulcrum of a given psychical lever-for- 
creation can be shifted from the vicinity of the thresh- 
old of underdistancing to the vicinity of the threshold 
of overdistancing without causing the work-in-progress 
to disappear? Is it conceivable that the fulcrum of a 
given psychical lever-for-creation can be shifted from 
the vicinity of the threshold of overdistancing to the 
vicinity of the threshold of underdistancing without 
causing the work-in-progress to disappear? Is it con- 
ceivable for example that when Brahms began to formalize 
that potential content for art which when formalized be- 
came Symphony No. 4 in E Minor, Opus 98 that his first- 
person perspective with reference to that content for 
art was stronger than his third-person perspective with 
reference to that same content but that that work of art 
was in fact created by Brahms by means of a psychical 
lever whose fulcrum was closer to the threshold of over- 
distancing than it was to the threshold of underdistanc- 
ing? Conceivable yes but not likely. To shift/modify 
the position of the fulcrum of a given psychical lever- 
for-creation from the vicinity of the threshold of under- 
distancing to the vicinity of the threshold of overdis- 
tancing or to shift/modify the position of the fulcrum 
of a given psychical lever-for-creation from the vicinity 
of the threshold of overdistancing to the vicinity of 
the threshold of underdistancing is not to clarify or 
revise that fulcrum's position rather it is to reject 
one dialectical psychical perspective and one potential 
content for art in favor of another dialectical perspec- 
tive and another potential content for art. In those 
instances when the position of the fulcrum of a given 
psychical lever-for-creation is shifted that radically 
it is not it must be understood a question of a single 
potential content for art and two fulcrum positions (one 
of which was not instrumental in the form-ation of a 





